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DETAILED ACTION 

All of the examiner's suggestions presented herein below have been assumed for examination 
purposes, unless otherwise noted. 

Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to because of the following: 

(i) FIG. 2, reference numeral 230 pertains to a step for ensuring successful/correct reads 
by the MICR reader after the batch/transaction segregation and makes no mention in the 
specification of an intelligent character recognition (ICR) until system 400 - suggest 
changing "ICR Correct?" in the state 230 triangle to "MICR Correct?"; and 

(ii) FIG. 10, reference numeral 860 incorrectly directs - suggest switching "No" and 
"Yes". 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
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renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

(i) page 3, line 19 contains a misspelling - suggest changing "from a multiplicity off 
drawbacks." to "from a multiplicity of drawbacks.". 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Suggestions 

3. The following are suggestions to the claims: 

(i) It is suggested to change "a series of known check templates" to "a series of known 
document templates" in claim 1, line 3 as has been assumed for examination purposes. 

(ii) It is suggested to change "to each check template;" to "to each check template; and" 
in claim 10, line 6 as has been assumed for examination purposes. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21 (2) of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 17, 18, 19, 20, 21 and 22 are 

rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Stolfo (US 5668897 A). 

Regarding claims 1 and 9, Stolfo discloses a method of automatically selecting document 
templates ("The present invention relates to the field of automated image processing. . column 
1, line 17.), comprising the steps of: 

presenting a document image from an account ("At this point, according to the present 
invention, the check is scanned into the system for pattern recognition and electronic processing 
58.", column 17, line 56 in combination with FIG. 4.); 

matching the document image against a series of known check templates from the 
account (Referring to FIG. 4, regardless of whether there is an identifying code present within 
the check, the check itself undergoes multiprocessing tasks which include a background pattern 
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determination 76 as well as a "codebook" reference match in further detail within FIG. 6. 'The 
system optionally determines an error between the matched stored template.", column 7, line 
54.); and 

producing confidence scores corresponding to the degree of similarity of the document 
image compared to each document template ("A match will be considered so long as the pixel 
range between the scanned image and the stored image is within some threshold lambda.", 
column 14, line 59.). 

For clarification, Stolfo teaches two possibilities regarding high and low similarity 
thresholds for confidence score X (Case 1 will be assumed for examination purposes, though 
both are equally applicable): 

Case 1 (the high and low similarity threshold = lambda) 

0<=X<lambda "above lambda" (steps 1 1 2 or 1 08) 

X>lambda "below lambda" (step 1 1 8) 

Case 2 (high similarity threshold = 0, low similarity threshold = lambda) 
X=0=MATCH "above lambda" (step 108) 

X>lambda "below lambda" (step 118) 

Regarding claims 2 and 3, Stolfo discloses the method of claim 1, further comprising the 
step of matching the confidence scores with a predetermined high similarity threshold (Referring 
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to FIG. 6, the check image undergoes the step of searching a database (106) in search for either a 
complete match (108), a match within tolerance (1 12), or a match of any combination of patterns 
(118). "The input image is deemed to be a match whenever the distance is less than a 
preestablished threshold (.lambda.).", column 3, line 28. It can be inferred that a high similarity 
threshold is when the calculated distance is less than (considered "above" when negating) a pre- 
established lambda (step 108 or 112).). 

Regarding claim 4, Stolfo discloses the method of claim 1 , further comprising the step of 
matching the confidence score with a predetermined low similarity threshold (The high similarity 
threshold as disclosed in Stolfo can also constitute a low similarity threshold also if any 
calculated lambda value is greater than (considered "below" when negating) a pre-established 
lambda as discussed above (step 118).). 

Regarding claim 5, Stolfo discloses the method of claim 4, further comprising the step of 
creating a new document template for the account corresponding to the document image if the 
confidence score is below the predetermined low similarity threshold (FIG. 6, reference numeral 
124 shows that a background of the check image below the pre-established lambda value is 
compressed. In addition, "It is another object of the present invention to provide variable-size or 
scaled check images retained on storage media, including decompression by utilizing codebook 
code to render full color and faithful reproductions of archived check images.", column 11, line 
42, and thus it can be inferred that if the check image in question has been compressed into the 
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memory for future decompression when exerting the algorithm, a new document template for the 
account has been produced.). 

Regarding claim 6, Stolfo discloses the method of claim 4, further comprising the step of 
applying a partial layout comparison to the image and the closest matching template if the 
confidence score is above the low similarity threshold (Other than the background pattern 
template comparison as discussed above, FIG. 4 shows a signature comparison as well. Because 
of these two separate databases and comparisons, the background pattern template comparison 
(having FIG. 6 in more detail) can be considered a partial layout comparison of the check as a 
whole. It has already been discussed above that if the confidence score and the low similarity 
threshold is equivalent to the high similarity threshold (Case 1), being above the low similarity 
threshold is equivalent to the high similarity threshold range as already discussed in claim 3.). 

Regarding claim 7, Stolfo discloses the method of claim 6, further comprising the step of 
providing results of the partial layout comparison including a list of image parts and a 
corresponding confidence score for each image part (Other than the background pattern template 
comparison as discussed above, FIG. 4 shows a signature comparison as well. "In one 
embodiment according to the present invention, the payor's signature on the check 50 is verified 
for authenticity by comparing it with a database of signatures 84 including a representation of the 
signature of the drawer. If the signature does not match a corresponding signature in the database 
86, the bank operator needs to be informed for manual verification and the possibility of a 
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possible fraudulent check 88.", column 26, line 66. It is inherent that comparing a signature to 
signatures in a database requires some threshold or confidence score.). 

Regarding claim 8, Stolfo discloses the method of claim 7, further comprising the step of 
creating one or more exclusion zones corresponding to image parts that exhibit a low confidence 
score (The matching of the check background and signature to the databases within a pre- 
established threshold will inherently create "exclusion zones" as shown in FIG. 4. For example, 
take element 86 to determine whether a valid signature match is present or not. The exclusion 
zone in this case would be element 88, wherein the method informs the operator of a possible 
fraudulent check if the signature does not match within a pre-established threshold. It has been 
interpreted by the examiner that an exclusion zone is any action taken if the image part of the 
check does not match within a pre-established threshold.). 

Regarding claim 9, claim 9 recites identical features as in claim 1 . Thus, arguments 
equivalent to that presented above for claim 1 are equally applicable to claim 9. 

Regarding claim 10, claim 10 recites identical features as in claims 1, 2, 4, and 9. Thus, 
arguments equivalent to that presented above for claims 1, 2, 4 and 9 are equally applicable to 
claim 10. 

Regarding claim 11, claim 1 1 recites identical features as in claim 3. Thus, arguments 
equivalent to. that presented above for claim 3 is equally applicable to claim 11. 
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Regarding claim 12, claim 12 recites identical features as in claim 5. Thus, arguments 
equivalent to that presented above for claim 5 is equally applicable to claim 12. 

Regarding claim 13, claim 13 recites identical features as in claim 6. Thus, arguments 
equivalent to that presented above for claim 6 is equally applicable to claim 13. 

Regarding claim 14, claim 14 recites identical features as in claim 7. Thus, arguments 
equivalent to that presented above for claim 7 is equally applicable to claim 14. 

Regarding claim 15, claim 15 recites identical features as in claim 8. Thus, arguments 
equivalent to that presented above for claim 8 is equally applicable to claim 15. 

Regarding claims 16 and 22, claims 16 and 22 recites identical features as in claims 1, 2, 
4 and 9. Thus, arguments equivalent to that presented above for claims 1, 2, 4 and 9 are equally 
applicable to claims 16 and 22 in addition to performing the method using a computer program 
and machine readable instructions as disclosed: "Thus, the invention includes, as a feature, the 
creation and maintenance of a codebook library of scanned check information, in a suitable 
storage form, e.g. actual image or compressed image data of various resolutions, that can be used 
to regenerate the actual image data, through the use of an algorithm executed by a computer or a 
series of mathematical equations that can compare the features and relationships (e.g. geometric) 
between the codebook and the actual regenerated image.", column 9, line 3. 
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Claim 16 is also rejected as being anticipated by the first ever written computer program 
comprising machine readable instructions (all language after the word "for" is strictly intended 
usage if one desires to carry them out on the computer). 

Regarding claim 17, claim 17 recites identical features as in claim 3. Thus, arguments 
equivalent to that presented above for claim 3 is equally applicable to claim 17. 

Regarding claim 18, claim 18 recites identical features as in claim 5. Thus, arguments 
equivalent to that presented above for claim 5 is equally applicable to claim 18. 

Regarding claim 19, Stolfo discloses the computer program of claim 16, further 
comprising machine readable instructions for applying a partial layout comparison to the 
document image and the closest matching document template if the confidence score is above the 
low similarity threshold and below the high similarity threshold (FIG. 6 again shows the 
background portion of the check being compared to database templates (partial layout 
comparison) for both the low and high similarity threshold comparisons against the confidence 
score. Arguments equivalent to that presented above for claims 3 and 5 is equally applicable to 
claim 19 since the low and high similarity threshold comparisons are equivalent in Case 1 .). 

Regarding claim 20, claim 20 recites identical features as in claim 7. Thus, arguments 
equivalent to that presented above for claim 7 is equally applicable to claim 20. 
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Regarding claim 21, claim 21 recites identical features as in claim 8. Thus, arguments 
equivalent to that presented above for claim 8 is equally applicable to claim 21 . 



12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David P. Rashid whose telephone number is (571) 270-1578. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30 - 1 7:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian Werner can be reached on (571) 272-7401. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Conclusion 




David P Rashid 
Examiner 
Art Unit 21 12 



